STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(98726-47666)

Dr. A.K. Sobti,

11/12, Opp. BCM School,

Basant Avenue,

Dugri,

Ludhiana







      …..Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary,

Health & Family Welfare,

Sector 9,

Chandigarh







       …..Respondent

CC- 3191/10
Order

Present:
Complainant Dr. A.K. Sobti in person.


None for the respondent.



In the earlier hearing dated 22.12.2010, it was recorded as under: 

“Sh. Gopal Dass states that as the information sought is voluminous, he has requested Dr. Sobti to accept information on the proficiency step for a few districts and the complainant is ready to be satisfied with the information for the district of Ropar and Ludhiana.  

As the complainant is agreeable, the time of two months sought by the respondent is granted.”



Today none is present on behalf of the respondent and no further information has been provided.  However, a Memo. No. 757 dated 07.02.2011 has been received which is addressed to Dr. J.P. Singh, Director, Health & Family Welfare, Punjab and reads as under: 
“Ref. State Govt. Memo. No. 37/42/08-4Edu1/2932 dated 04.01.2011 and No. 37/42/08-6Edu1/417-16 dated 21.01.2011.

Nothing has been heard from you regarding providing information to the applicant.  Please send the information to the complainant within two days, if not already sent, under intimation to the Govt.”











Contd……2/-

-:2:-



It is also noted that the application of the complainant was not transferred to the office of Director, Health & Family Welfare, Punjab within five days as required under section 6(3) of the RTI Act, 2005.   Therefore, it is the sole responsibility of the PIO, office of Principal Secretary, Health & Family Welfare, to procure the same from whichever quarter it is available and provide it to the complainant.



This attitude of the respondent is casual despite the fact that in the earlier hearing, complainant had agreed to be satisfied about the information of two districts namely Ropar and Ludhiana. 



One more opportunity is granted to the respondent – Supdt.-PIO Sh. Gopal Dass to procure the information from whichever quarter it is available and send the same to the complainant, within a fortnight, under intimation to the Commission.  


For further proceedings, to come up on 10.03.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.









Sd/-
Chandigarh





 Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 21.02.2011



State Information Commissioner
 

After the hearing, Sh. Gopal Das, Supdt.-PIO appeared on behalf of the respondent.   He has been advised of the proceedings in today’s hearing including the next date of hearing. 








Sd/-
Chandigarh





 Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 21.02.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Parbodh Chander Bali

16, Batala Road,

Amritsar- 143001






 …..Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Director,

Animal Husbandry, Punjab,

Chandigarh







 …..Respondent

CC- 3520/10

Order

Present:
None for the complainant.
For the respondent: For the respondent: Dr. K.P.S. Pasricha, APIO (98140-14860) and Sh. Tarsem Lal, Sr. Asstt. (99885-81110)



In the earlier hearing dated 03.01.2011, it was recorded: -

“Respondent present states that the requisite information was dispatched to the complainant vide registered letter, on 23.09.2010.  He further states that upon receipt of notice of hearing from the Commission, again a copy of the information was sent to Sh. Bali by registered post, on 15.12.2010.  

Complainant is not present today nor has any communication been received from him.

One more opportunity is granted to Sh. Bali to specifically point out the shortcomings / deficiencies in the information provided to him, so far.”



Sh. Bali came to office last week and submitted his objections to the applications provided.   He had also regretted his inability to attend the hearing today. 



Dr. Pasricha has submitted that the documents regarding the Double Bid System of purchase as per record available are annexed which included (i) Double Bid system to be followed; (ii) Decentralisation of work related to purchase. 











Contd…..2/-

-:2:-



Thus, as per the respondent, whatever documents were available with them have been provided.



Complainant shall inform the Commission if now complete information stands provided. 



For further proceedings, to come up on 30.03.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.









Sd/-
Chandigarh





 Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 21.02.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(95695-12675)

Sh. Mutwali Mohammad Alam

s/o Sh. Mohammad Nirsu

R/o Dargah Mohammad  Gaus Pir,

Near Fort Payal,

Tehsil Payal,

Distt. Ludhiana





                  … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Sub Divisional Magistrate,

Payal (Ludhiana)






         …Respondent

CC-3574/2010
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Mutwali Mohammad Alam in person.

For the respondent: Sh. Mandeep Dhillon, Tehsildar Payal (98727-68606) along with Sh. Kirandeep Singh (97800-39605), Inspector, M.C. Payal.



Respondent present stated that as the construction raised by the complainant was on the encroached land, hence the same was demolished as per orders of the Hon’ble High Court.  This land is within the Lal Dora and entries regarding the same are available in the TSI register which is prepared for the purposes of collection of house tax.   This cannot be considered a document in support of the ownership.  If the applicant needs a copy of the same, it can be had by payment of the requisite fee from the Municipal Council.



Complainant states that his land has been occupied by some unauthorized agency / person and he has become landless.  He has been advised that such disputes pertaining to land are not handled under the RTI Act, 2005 and he should, therefore, take up the matter with the higher competent authority.



Seeing the merits of the case, therefore, it is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.









Sd/-
Chandigarh





 Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 21.02.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(080544-15500)

Sh. Rohit Taneja

s/o Sh. Manohar Lal Taneja,

H. No. 934, Gali Telian,

Near Dharam Pal Chane wale,

Nimak Mandi,

Amritsar – 143001





                  … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Chief Engineer,

B-Zone,

Punjab State Electricity Board,

Ajnala Road,

Amritsar.





       

         …Respondent

CC-3556/2010
Order



This case was last taken up for hearing on 10.01.2011 when S/Sh. Sakattar Singh Dhillon, ASE (96461-13016), D.P. Sahota, AAE (96461-13215) and Dev Dat Sharma, (98884-88955) appeared on behalf of the respondent and made oral and written submissions and the case was adjourned to date i.e. 21.02.2011 for pronouncement of the order. 



In this case, the complainant, vide request dated 11.10.2010, sought the following information: -

“1.
The number and types of all the residential quarters built for the employees of your department at the Power Colony, 66KV Sub-Station, Kukranwala, Amritsar.

2.
The name, designation and present place of duty of all the officers either serving or not entitled to reside in or occupying all the quarters at the Power Colony, 66KV Sub-station, Kukranwala, Amritsar.

3.
The time frame set by the government for re-acquiring the residential quarters from the descendants of a deceased employee.

4.
The name and designation of the officer of your esteemed organization who governs the entitlement and re-acquiring of all the quarters from the serving, non-serving and deceased officers of your department residing at the Power Colony, 66KV Sub-station, Kukranwala, Amritsar.”
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Respondent, vide letter dated 13.10.2010 wrote to the Dy. CE/OP-cum-PIO Suburban Circle, Amritsar to provide the information to the Complainant.   A copy of this letter was endorsed to the applicant.



The instant complaint dated 18.11.2010 has been filed with the Commission when no information was provided (received in the office on 29.11.2010)


Respondents present stated that the relevant information has been provided to the complainant on 19.11.2010 and a copy of the same was dispatched under Certificate of Posting (UPC) on 13.12.2010.



In the said hearing i.e. 10.01.2011, complainant was not present.  However, when contacted over the telephone, he informed that complete information had been received by him but he complained of misbehaviour on the part of Sh. Sharma.  He stated that vide first communication, incomplete information had been provided and later, only when it was sent by the Chief Engineer, it was complete. 



On perusal of the records, it is observed that the first response from the respondent was sent on 13.10.2010 in response to the original application dated 11.10.2010.    It is also admitted fact that complete information as per original application stands provided.   In response to the original application dated 11.10.2010, respondent, vide communication dated 13.10.2010 wrote to the Dy. CE/OP-cum-PIO Suburban Circle, Amritsar to provide the information to the Complainant.   A copy of this letter was endorsed to the applicant.  Thus the first ever response to the complainant was well within a week’s time.  Passing through various stages, the information was provided on 19.11.2010 though in the meantime, a complaint had been filed with the Commission on 18.11.2010.  Subsequently, probably after getting the notice of hearing, the information was once again sent to Sh. Rohit Taneja under UPC on 13.12.2010.  Thus, excluding the statutory period of one month, there is hardly any delay which can be termed as intentional or deliberate.   Procedural delay cannot be made the basis to levy any penalty or award compensation to the complainant.   I have gone through the entire matter afresh and taking into account the submissions made by the respondent, in my opinion, this is not a case fit for imposition of penalty.

 

Concerning the assertion of the complainant that one Sh. Sharma from the respondent office misbehaved, it is made clear that this aspect is not within the ambit of the RTI Act, 2005 and hence cannot be dealt with by the Commission.   
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Complete information has already been provided, as conveyed by the complainant himself.



Seeing the merits, therefore, the case is hereby closed and disposed of.  



Copies of order be sent to the parties.









Sd/-
Chandigarh





 Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 21.02.2011



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Munish Kumar Seth

s/o Sh. Sudesh Kumar,

Near Main Post Office,

Dhuri (Sangrur)






             …Appellant 

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Director

Health & Family Welfare, Punjab,

Sector 34, Chandigarh


2.
Public Information Officer,


First Appellate Authority,

Health & Family Welfare, Punjab,

Sector 34, Chandigarh




       …Respondents

AC - 1077/2010
Order

Present:
None for the parties.


In the earlier hearing dated 10.01.2011, it was recorded as under: 

“Respondents present state that complete information has been sent to the appellant by registered post on 31.12.2010.  However, nothing has been heard from the complainant nor is he present today.

One more opportunity is granted to the appellant to inform the Commission if there are any specific deficiencies in the information provided.”



Today the appellant is not present nor has any communication been received from him.  Therefore, it seems he is satisfied.

Accordingly, the case is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.









Sd/-
Chandigarh





 Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 21.02.2011



State Information Commissioner
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After the hearing was over, the appellant Sh. Muneesh Seth and S/Sh. Rajinder Kumar and Supinder Singh came present on behalf of the respondent. 



It was informed that complete information as per the original application stands provided.   However, the appellant who was accompanied by a representative demanded compensation and prayed for imposition of penalty on the respondent for the delay in providing the information sought. 


Therefore PIO, office of the Director Health & Family Welfare  is hereby issued a show cause notice as to why a penalty under Section 20(1) of RTI Act, 2005 @ Rs. 250/- per day subject to maximum of Rs. 25,000/- be not imposed on him till the information is furnished.  



In addition to the written reply, the PIO is also hereby given an opportunity u/s 20(1) proviso thereto for a personal hearing before the imposition of such penalty on the next date of hearing.  He may take note that in case he does not file his written reply and does not avail himself of the opportunity of personal hearing on the date fixed, it will be presumed that he has nothing to say and the Commission shall proceed to take further proceedings against him ex parte. 



It is relevant here to extract below Section 19(8)(b) which reads as under: 


 
19(8)
 In its decision, the Central Information Commission or State Information Commission, as the case may be, has the power to—



 (b) 
require the public authority to compensate the complainant for any loss or other detriment suffered;


Accordingly, PIO, office of the Director Health & Family Welfare, Punjab shall also show cause as to why suitable compensation be not awarded to the appellant for the detriments suffered by him.



Later, Sh. Rajinder Kumar and Sh. Supinder Singh also came present on behalf of the respondent.  They have been advised of the proceedings in today’s hearing including the next date of hearing. 


For further proceedings, to come up on 30.03.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 










Contd……3/-
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Copies of order be sent to the parties.









Sd/-
Chandigarh





 Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 21.02.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(94173-65939)

Sh. Rajneesh Pal Singh

H. No. 160/2, P.O. Dr. Maanwali Gali,

Mohalla Hargobindpura,

Jagraon (Distt. Ludhiana)





             …Appellant 

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Principal,

Govt. Senior Secondary School,

Kaunkekalan (Distt. Ludhiana)  

2.
Public Information Officer,


First Appellate Authority,

O/o Director Public Instruction (S.E.) Punjab,

Chandigarh

.



       
       …Respondents

AC - 1084/2010
Order

Present:
None for the appellant
For the respondent: Ms. Rajinder Kaur (99880-78187) along with Ms. Jaswinder Kaur.



A letter dated 15.02.2011 has been received from the complainant wherein it is stated:

“It is submitted that regarding delay in providing the information in this case, I am satisfied with the explanation of the Principal.  It is therefore, requested that no further action is required and the case be closed.”



Reply to the show cause notice has been submitted.  I have gone through the same and am satisfied that there was no malafide on the part of the respondent for the delay in providing the information.



Seeing the merits, therefore, this case is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.









Sd/-
Chandigarh





 Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 21.02.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Baljeet Singh 

# 109, Green Enclave,

Kharar Road,

Daon-140301 (Distt. Mohali)




             …Appellant 

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Sub Divisional Magistrate,

Mohali


2.
Public Information Officer,


First Appellate Authority,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Mohali.





   
       …Respondents

AC - 1083/2010
Order

Present:
None for the appellant.
For the respondent: Sh. Ramesh Lal, Reader to Tehsildar, Mohali (98146-41583)



Pending information containing approx. 650 pages has been brought to the court.



From the communication dated 07.02.2011, it has come to fore that the appellant Sh. Baljeet Singh is in custody of the police and has stated that if his interim bail is not extended beyond this date i.e. 21.02.2011, he would not be able to appear before the Commission.  
Directions are given to the respondent to send the information brought to the court, to the appellant by registered post.



Appellant is directed to examine the same and inform the Commission if he satisfied with the information provided, within a period of two weeks failing which it shall be construed that he has received the information to his satisfaction. 



For further proceedings, to come up on 30.03.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.









Sd/-
Chandigarh





 Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 21.02.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(98155-21300)

Sh. Harpreet Sharma

s/o Sh. Mohan Lal

H. No. 651, Dashmesh Nagar,

Near Truck Union,

Malerkotla – 148023 (Distt. Sangrur)


                  … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Director Public Instruction (S.E.)

Punjab, Chandigarh
.





         …Respondent

CC - 3676 /2010
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Harpreet Sharma in person.


For the respondent: Sh. Mohan Singh, Asstt. (94172-22477)



Respondent present states that whatever information was under his charge has already been provided.   However, the pending information is with the office Administration Branch and Sh. Madan Lal, Administrative Officer is the PIO of that branch.


Information on points no. 1 and 2 has been provided.   Information regarding points no. 3 to 5 is pending.



Sh. Malkit Singh, PIO was contacted over the telephone and he assured that complete information from the Office Administration Branch shall shortly be procured and provided to the complainant. 



For further proceedings, to come up on 30.03.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.









Sd/-
Chandigarh





 Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 21.02.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(094172-89151)

Sh. Ashwani Kumar Mehta

H. No. 200 HH/EB

HHEB Block,

Power Wing Colony,

Nangal Township – 140124 (Pb)



                  … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer (SE)

O/o The Punjab State Power Corporation Ltd.

The Mall,

Patiala







         …Respondent

CC- 3593/2010
Order

Present:
None for the parties.


In the earlier hearing dated 10.01.2011, it was recorded as under: -

“Complainant states that seven months from the date of application for information have passed but no information has been provided.  He presents letters dated 02.07.2010 and 14.09.2010 received from the respondent.    The letter dated 02.07.2010 is addressed to the Legal Adviser of their department directing him to provide the information sought; whereas the letter dated 14.09.2010 is completely illegible.  

Complainant also states that he is taking leave from the office and it is difficult for him to attend the hearings and requests that information may kindly be sent to him per registered post.  He seeks exemption from appearing personally, which is granted.

No communication has been received from the respondent nor is anyone present from the said office. 

One more opportunity is granted to the respondent to provide complete information to the complainant under intimation to the Commission at the earliest.”



Today again, none has appeared on behalf of the respondent nor has any communication been received.    Such approach of the respondent is clearly against the provisions of the RTI Act, 2005.











Contd…..2/-

-:2:-



Therefore, PIO, office of the Punjab State Power Corporation Ltd. Patiala  is hereby issued a show cause notice as to why a penalty under Section 20(1) of RTI Act, 2005 @ Rs. 250/- per day subject to maximum of Rs. 25,000/- be not imposed on him till the information is furnished.  



In addition to the written reply, the PIO is also hereby given an opportunity u/s 20(1) proviso thereto for a personal hearing before the imposition of such penalty on the next date of hearing.  He may take note that in case he does not file his written reply and does not avail himself of the opportunity of personal hearing on the date fixed, it will be presumed that he has nothing to say and the Commission shall proceed to take further proceedings against him ex parte. 



It is to put on records that while in any of the hearings held so far, none has appeared from the respondent Corporation, Patiala, no intimation about the name and designation of the present PIO has been received.  Besides, a number of telephone calls made to the respondent office have also not evoked any positive response. 


Reply to the show cause notice be submitted before the next hearing.  Also complete information should also be provided within a fortnight, under intimation to the Commission. 



For further proceedings, to come up on 30.03.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.









Sd/-
Chandigarh





 Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 21.02.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(98140-61044)

Sh. Jagdish Singh

s/o Sh. Gurdev Singh,

Village Korewala Kalan,

Distt. Moga







      …..Complainant

Vs
1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Distt. Transport Officer,

Moga. 



2.
Sh. Manjit Singh, (formerly with DTO Moga)


Office of State Transport Commissioner,


Punjab, Sector 17,


Chandigarh.






     …..Respondents
CC- 3197/10
Order

Present:
Sh. Arjinder Sidhu, advocate for the complainant (98880-07255)


For the respondent: Sh. J.S. Dhillon, DTO Moga. 



DTO Moga submitted that papers were submitted by the complainant for registration of 12/13 buses while in fact, only six were purchased.   Thus, a complaint was filed with the police.  He stated that the files are either with the police or with Sh. Manjit Singh, the clerk posted in the office at that time.  He also submitted that he tried to contact Sh. Manjit Singh a number of times but the effort did not yield results.   He submitted that no charge was handed over by the said Sh. Manjit Singh when he was transferred to the office of State Transport Commissioner, Punjab at Chandigarh. 


A copy of this order be sent to the Commissioner, State Transport, Punjab, Chandigarh.  He is directed to ensure that Sh. Manjit Singh who was earlier posted at the DTO Moga appears before the Commission in the next hearing to submit his explanation in the matter. 



Sh. J.S. Dhillon, DTO, Moga stated that part information has already been provided on 12.01.2011.  He also assured the court and the complainant that he would try to procure photocopies of the documents from Sh. Manjit Singh and / or from the police and provide the same to the complainant at the earliest.


For further proceedings, to come up on 24.03.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber.    
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Copies of order be sent to the parties.









Sd/-
Chandigarh





 Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 21.02.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(94172-13591)

Sh. Deepak Sharma 

H. No. HE-118,

Phase 7,

Mohali.







      …..Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Director,

Medical Education & Research, Punjab,

SCO 87, Sector 40-C,

Chandigarh.







       …..Respondent

CC- 3414/10

Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Deepak Sharma in person.
For the respondent: Sh. Dhiraj Joshi, Jr. Asstt. (0172-2690817) and Ms. Ramanjit Kaur, Dietician, Rajindra Hospital, Patiala (98154-94242)



In the earlier hearing dated 17.01.2011, it was recorded:

“One more opportunity is granted to the PIO, office of Director Medical Education & Research to appear in person and explain the position regarding the information sought, otherwise show cause notice shall be issued for such a casual approach to the RTI matters.”



PIO from the office of Medical Education & Research, Punjab who was directed to attend the hearing today, has not complied with the directions of the Commission and no further information has been provided to the complainant.    It is also observed that despite the fact that the notice of hearing from the Commission categorically states that no person below the rank of APIO shall appear in the hearing, respondent has chosen to send a clerk which again is contrary to the directions given.



Ms. Ramanjit Kaur today stated that there is no record in the Rajindra Hospital, Patiala regarding recruitment of liftmen.   She further stated that she has asked a liftman working with them to provide a copy of his appointment letter and after going through the same, she will be in a position to reply to the queries of the complainant.  The point to be noted is that the










Contd…..2/-
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complainant is not seeking information regarding liftmen working in the Rajindra Hospital, Patiala but rather about the liftmen in general, working in all the hospitals in the State of Punjab.  Likewise, Sh. Dhiraj Joshi, who is present from the office of Director, Medical Education & Research, Punjab stated no such rules & regulations / guidelines concerning recruitment of the liftmen are available in his office.  


A copy of this order be sent to the Secretary, Health & Family Welfare, Punjab to see for herself the functioning in the office of Director, Medical Education & Research, Punjab. 



For further proceedings, to come up on 14.03.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.









Sd/-
Chandigarh





 Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 21.02.2011



State Information Commissioner
C.C.
The Secretary,


Health & Family Welfare, Punjab,


Sector 9, Chandigarh.


After the hearing was over, Dr. Prabhjot Singh, OSD came present in the office.   He, however, chose not to appear before the court.  It also appears he is not the PIO.   This point be clarified before the next hearing.









Sd/-
Chandigarh





 Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 21.02.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Chiragdeen

s/o Sh. Asgar Hamid,

c/o Punjab Wakf Board,

Opp. Old Courts, 

Civil Lines,

Ludhiana




    


   …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o District Transport Officer,

Ludhiana






        
    …Respondent

CC- 3757/2010
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Chiragdeen in person.


For the respondent: Sh. Sukhwinder Kumar, ADTO, Ludhiana.



Complainant has visited the office of respondent to examine the records.  Since the records of the information sought are voluminous, he states that one month’s time more is required for the purpose, which is granted.



Although in the hearing dated 17.01.2011, respondent had stated that the information sought is quite voluminous and would adversely affect the resources of the DTO, Ludhiana.   However, no further submissions regarding the same are made today.  Rather, respondent stated that the complainant visited his office and they permitted him to examine the relevant information.   He has further stated that during the visit of Sh. Chiragdeen to his office, due cooperation shall be extended and copies of the documents required shall also be provided. 


For further proceedings, to come up on 30.03.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.









Sd/-
Chandigarh





 Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 21.02.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Chiragdeen

s/o Sh. Asgar Hamid,

c/o Punjab Wakf Board,

Opp. Old Courts, 

Civil Lines,

Ludhiana




    


   …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o District Transport Officer,

Ludhiana






        
    …Respondent

CC- 3756/2010
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Chiragdeen in person.



For the respondent: Sh. Sukhwinder Kumar, ADTO, Ludhiana.



Complainant has visited the office of respondent to examine the records.  Since the records of the information sought are voluminous, he states that one month’s time more is required for the purpose, which is granted.



Although in the hearing dated 17.01.2011, respondent had stated that the information sought is quite voluminous and would adversely affect the resources of the DTO, Ludhiana.   However, no further submissions regarding the same are made today.  Rather, respondent stated that the complainant visited his office and they permitted him to examine the relevant information.   He has further stated that during the visit of Sh. Chiragdeen to his office, due cooperation shall be extended and copies of the documents required shall also be provided. 



For further proceedings, to come up on 30.03.2011 at 12.00 Noon in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.









Sd/-
Chandigarh





 Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 21.02.2011



State Information Commissioner
